Lexico-semantic features of derived words in the English language by Mirzaeva, Munira Ibragimovna
Lexico-semantic features of derived words in the English 
language 
 
Munira Ibragimovna Mirzaeva 
munira.6152@gmail.com 
Samarkand State Institute of Foreign Languages 
 
Abstract: The scope of linguistic lexical semantics is described from a 
theoretical and descriptive point of view: an overview of the main theoretical 
approaches that have succeeded each other in the history of lexical semantics 
(structuralist historical semantics, structuralist semantics, cognitive semantics) 
provides a framework for illustrating the various descriptive topics and models that 
were introduced by the successive theories. 
Keywords: Cognitive semantics, Componential analysis, Distributional 
semantics, Frame semantics, Lexical field theory, Metaphor, Onomasiology, 
Prestructuralist semantics, Prototype, Relational semantics, Semasiology, 
Structuralism, Word meaning. 
 
The development of linguistic lexical semantics appears to be characterized by a 
succession of distinct theories. Crucially, each of the competing theoretical 
frameworks has contributed to the descriptive expansion of lexical semantics, i.e., 
each of them has drawn the attention to specific phenomena. Focusing on the major 
phenomena, these contributions successively include the links between the various 
senses of words in prestructuralist historical semantics, the semantic relationships 
within the vocabulary in the structuralist era, and the importance of semasiological 
and onomasiological salience effects in cognitive semantics. Regardless of the 
theoretical oppositions, these phenomena all belong to the descriptive scope of 
current lexical semantics: the emergence of new points of attention has not made the 
older topics irrelevant. To give just one example, prototype theory may trigger a 
reconsideration of what it means for two words to be synonymous, but the notion of 
synonymy remains a serious topic of investigation for lexical semantics. 
Next to the theoretical shifts and the descriptive expansion, a methodological 
evolution characterizes the historical path of lexical semantics: a structuralist focus 
on syntagmatic relations, boosted by the growing availability of text corpora, has led 
to a distributional method of corpus-based semantics. Together with the theoretical 
and descriptive innovations introduced by cognitive semantics, this new quantitative 
and computational method is likely to shape the evolution of lexical semantics in the 
following years. 
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Lexical and Conceptual Representations Another source of confusion has been a 
neglect to distinguish between lexical semantic constraints and nonlinguistic mental 
representations, or concepts. For the last four decades, experimental psychologists 
have investigated whether bilingual speakers possess two linguistic memory stores or 
one. 
The various experimental studies attempting to ascertain the number of 
linguistic memory stores were all based on the following general rationale. If subjects 
responded to translation equivalents in the same way as they responded to the 
repetition of the stimulus word, results were interpreted as supportive of the one-store 
hypothesis. If they responded to translation equivalents in the same way as they 
responded to altogether different words in the same language as the stimuli, results 
were interpreted as supporting the two-store hypothesis. Some experiments claimed 
to support the two-store hypothesis, others were construed as supporting the one-store 
hypothesis, while some supported neither, as the subjects’ responses were too 
different for a one-store explanation but not different enough for a two-store account. 
However, these contradictory results are uninterpretable because these studies 
suffered from a triple lack of distinctions: (1) between different types of semantic 
organization in their bilingual subjects’ lexicon; (2) between stimuli that inherently 
have considerable overlap in meaning between languages and those that only have 
minimal degree of overlap; and (3) between semantic and conceptual levels of 
representation (lexical-semantic representations versus nonlinguistic mental 
representations). 
The results were thus partly a function of linguistic rather than psycholinguistic 
criteria: they varied according to the degree of overlap in meaning between the 
stimulus words and their translation equivalent. The more extensive the overlap in 
meaning, the greater the chances that the translation equivalent would trigger the 
same response as a repetition of the initial stimulus; the less extensive the overlap, the 
greater the chances that it would trigger a different response. These differences can 
be exacerbated by an increased overlap in meaning in the lexicon of subjects with a 
compound and subordinate set of lexical meanings. This is also true in the case of 
priming in current lexical decision studies. Results tend to vary based on subjects’ 
degree of fluency (generally correlated to a great extent with subordinate organization 
of the lexicon) and structural distance between languages (that is, the degree of 
inherent overlap). 
One of the major problems, with many ramifications, has been the failure to 
distinguish between the meaning of words and nonlinguistic mental representations. 
The semantic field of each word is determined by language-specific constraints on its 
possible uses. Words share some but not all of the semantic features of their 
translation equivalents and will therefore not denote all of the same referents. The 
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mental representation that corresponds to a word will thus differ to some extent from 
the mental representation corresponding to its translation equivalent. But clinical 
evidence has shown that the speaker has a third, language-independent system that 
contains conceptual representations. During language comprehension or production, 
the mental representations are organized (that is, conceptual features are grouped 
together) in accordance with the lexical semantic constraints peculiar to the selected 
language system. This third cognitive system, phylogenetically and ontogenetically 
anterior to the language system(s), is independent of language and hence of the 
bilingual’s two languages, and remains available to the aphasic patient (Lecours & 
Joanette, 1980). Even though an aphasic patient may have lost access to the words 
cupcake, brioche, and muffin, that person may nevertheless go to the store and buy a 
muffin, not a cupcake (that is, the person has the concept, whether or not he or she is 
able to verbalize it). 
We should thus distinguish between the lexical meanings of words, a part of the 
speaker’s linguistic competence (a component of the lexical item, like its syntactic 
features and phonological form) and hence vulnerable to aphasia, and conceptual 
representations that are outside of implicit linguistic competence and thus are not 
vulnerable to aphasia (though they are vulnerable to other forms of mental 
disruption). The conceptual system, where messages are elaborated before they are 
verbalized in the course of the encoding process, and where a mental representation is 
attained at the end of the decoding process, remains independent and isolable from 
the language systems. 
The form of any aspect of the grammar (phonology, morphosyntax, lexical-
semantic features - a linguistic construct) may be the result of language contact, but 
once it has been internalized as implicit linguistic competence, there is no indication 
that it is not represented in the mind (a psycholinguistic construct) or in the brain (a 
neurolinguistic construct) in the same manner as any other linguistic system. The 
context of acquisition may influence the content of a grammar and the context of use 
may influence the availability of some of its elements, but they have no influence on 
the principles by which brain mechanisms store and process these elements. Future 
research will likely concentrate on identifying, in bilingual speakers, the cerebral 
areas and mechanisms involved in the processing of lexical items versus their 
conceptual representation, teasing apart what is language-specific and hence part of 
the linguistic system, as opposed to what is conceptual and hence independent of the 
linguistic system, possibly along the lines of research developed by Damasio (1989). 
In acquisition, child-directed speech is critical in helping children construct and 
shape their lexical semantic categories apart from their conceptual categories. Child-
directed speech is the initial source of the conventions for each language, and this 
interacts with any conceptual structures already built as children become sensitive to 
"Science and Education" Scientific Journal June 2021 / Volume 2 Special Issue 2
www.openscience.uz 211
the uses of each term within the language being used around them. These conventions 
of use teach children how to think “for speaking” (Slobin, 1996, 2001) as they set up 
the semantic categories of their language. 
But adults and children alike make use of multiple representations for objects 
and events (Clark, 2003), drawing on whatever is relevant on each occasion. The 
representation they call on depends on the task and the communicative goal at hand -
whether one is trying to remember something, sort things into groups for some 
purpose, organize things along specified lines (by shape, size, or function, say), or 
any other of the myriad goals for which people draw on the range of representations 
they have built up over time. 
In learning a language, children learn particular conventions for the available 
lexical forms used to convey semantic categories. The conventions of each language, 
of each dialect, of each community, or even each subgroup within a community, can 
differ in subtle ways. So speakers typically learn many sets of conventions and move 
with varying skill from one to another, depending on which community their 
interlocutor belongs to. As they master the conventions of their language, children 
make use of child-directed speech, offers of words and constructions, and adult 
feedback in reformulations of child errors. All this information about the conventions 
of the language is critical for learning the lexico-semantic categories of that language, 
and for learning how to map these to existing conceptual categories. But these 
semantic categories are not isomorphic with conceptual categories: languages simply 
do not encode all that one can represent nor all the information that one can make use 
of. 
The process of learning the semantic categories for a language depends on 
interchanges between child and adult. These are essential sources of information for 
children who are (1) mapping words and conceptual categories, (2) identifying the 
boundaries of semantic domains and of individual terms in the lexicon, and (3) 
constructing additional conceptual categories when needed. As children do this 
mapping according to the conventions in the language being spoken, they also learn 
the modes of “thinking for speaking” in that language. To succeed in this process, 
children rely first on any universal elements used to form their initial conceptual 
categories. These constitute their initial representations for the world around them. 
Then, as they start to attend to speech from the adults around them, and start to assign 
meanings to words, they also set up semantic categories specific to that language. 
These semantic categories are shaped by the language that the children are exposed 
to. Children continue to use perceptual and conceptual information apart from 
language, in order to sort, categorize, and remember. The extent to which people rely 
on language in such tasks depends on the precise goal on each occasion. While 
judgements of perceptual similarity are likely to be the same across languages in 
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nonlinguistic tasks, judgements about category-membership will likely differ when 
speakers use linguistic expressions to identify the target categories. This is because 
the distinctions embodied in the lexicon of each language are not identical across 
languages. Nor do they map exactly onto the conceptual categories available. In 
short, as children we build up both conceptual and semantic categories. Then, as 
adults, we can draw on either, depending on the task and goal at hand. 
 
References 
1. Allan, K. (1986). Linguistic meaning. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul. 
2. Atran, S. (1990). Cognitive foundations of natural history: Towards an 
anthropology of science. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
3. Atran, S. (1998). Folk biology and the anthropology of science: Cognitive 
universals and cultural particulars. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 21(4), 547–609. 
doi:10.1017/S0140525X98001277 PMID:10097021 
4. Baker, M. (1988). Incorporation: A theory of grammatical function changing. 
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 
5. Balcom, P. (1997). Why is this happened? Passive morphology and 
unaccusativity. Second Language Research, 13(1), 1–9. 
doi:10.1191/026765897670080531 
6. Bowerman, M. (1996). Learning how to structure space for language: A 
crosslinguistic perspective. 
7. In P. Bloom, M. A. Peterson, L. Nadel, & M. F. Garrett (Eds.), Language and 
Space (pp. 385–436). Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. 
8. Burzio, L. (1986). Italian syntax: A government-binding approach. 
Dordrecht: Reidel. doi:10.1007/978-94-009-4522-7 
9. Chierchia, G., & McConnell-Ginet, S. (2000). Meaning and grammar: An 
introduction to semantics (2nd ed.). Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
10. Chomky, N. (1981). Lectures on government and binding. Dordrecht: Foris. 
11. Chomsky, N. (1965). Aspects of the theory of syntax. Cambridge, MA: MIT 
Press. 
12. Chomsky, N. (1986). Knowledge of language. New York: Praeger. 
13. Chomsky, N. (1995). The Minimalist Program. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
14. Cruse, D. A. (1986). Lexical semantics. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
University Press. 
"Science and Education" Scientific Journal June 2021 / Volume 2 Special Issue 2
www.openscience.uz 213
